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REMARKS 

Claims 1-26 are currently pending, of which claims 1, 13, 14 and 26 are independent. 
Claims 1, 3, 5-7, 9, 13-14, 19-20, and 26 have been amended. No new matter has been added by 
way of this amendment. Reconsideration of the action mailed January 10, 2005, is requested in 
light of the following remarks. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-4, 7-17 and 20-26 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,630,037 to Schindler ("Schindler"). Applicant traverses the 
rejections. 

Claim 1 stands rejected as unpatentable over Schindler. The Examiner states that 
Schindler discloses selecting a set of pixels to sample from the target area, the selected set of 
pixels including less than the number of pixels in the target area, and identifying the attribute 
value for each of a plurality of the pixels in the selected set. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Schindler discloses that "[a] sample of the background screen is captures and analyzed " 

Abstract. Every single pixel in the sample region is analyzed. "The pixels of the screen sample 
region 41 are analyzed serially, and the data from each pixel is used to increment the appropriate 
bin of the appropriate histogram." Col. 5, lines 58-61, and Fig. 3a (emphasis added). Schindler 
merely discloses the well-established use of standard statistical methods, such as histograms, to 
analyze the pixels. Schindler does not disclose any sort of method to sample a subset of pixels 
within the sample area, such as the use of a sample set of pixels including less than the number 
of pixels in the target area. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 , as well as 
claims 2-12, which depend from claim 1, are in condition for allowance. 

The Examiner also states that Schindler discloses predicting an attribute value for the 
target area based on the identified attribute value. Applicant respectfully disagrees. Schindler 
discloses that "[t]reating the fringes may comprise using the second control image to determine 
where fringe pixels are located, leaking localized background color into the fringe pixels, and 
creating a binary image to record which pixels have been treated and to otherwise facilitate 
processing" Col. 2, lines 45-49. However, Schindler does not disclose any sort of predicting 
technique for such an attribute value for the target area. In Schindler, fringe pixels are identified, 
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and the localized background color is calculated for each individual fringe pixel based on the 
pixels surrounding the individual pixel. See col. 11, lines 19-43. Applicant respectfully submits 
that Schindler does not disclose the prediction of an attribute value for the entire fringe region. 
Instead, Schindler merely discloses the analysis and a calculation of a localized background color 
for each individual pixel within the fringe region. In Schindler, the localized background color 
for a particular fringe pixel is not a predicted color based on a sampling of the local area, but 
instead is a prediction based on all of the pixels in the local area. "[T]he average color of all the 

marked pixels within the perimeter of a 5x5 kernel is calculated " Col. 11, lines 23-24. For 

at least these additional reasons, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 1, as well as claims 2- 
12, which depend from claim 1, are in condition for allowance. 

Claim 14 stands rejected as unpatentable over Schindler. Claim 14 has limitations 
corresponding to those of claim 1 . Therefore, for at least the same reasons set forth above with 
respect to claim 1, claim 14 is in condition for allowance. Further, as claims 15-25 depend from 
claim 14, claims 15-25 are also in condition for allowance. 

Claim 13 stands rejected as unpatentable over Schindler. In part, claim 13 is directed 
towards predicting a color of the background area based on the identified color. Claim 1 3 is 
further directed towards selecting a rendering function from a plurality of rendering functions 
based on the predicted color of the background area. Everything argued on claim 1 applies to 
claim 13. Color is an attribute, and selecting a rendering function from a plurality of rendering 
functions based on the predicted color of the background area is rendering based on the attribute 
value. 

The Examiner also states in reference to claim 13 that Schindler discloses selecting a 
rendering function from a plurality of rendering functions. However, the examiner fails to 
identify any part of Schindler that discloses a rendering function in violation of 35 U.S.C. § 132 
and 37 C.F.R.§ 1.104(c)(2) ("When a reference is complex or shows or describes inventions 
other than that claimed by the applicant, the particular part relied on must be designated as nearly 
as practicable."). Schindler only discloses a single function for leaking localized background 
color that is applied to pixels in the fringe region. Schindler discloses that "[a] treated subject 
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image is generated by leaking color from the local background region into the fringe regions of 
the subject image using filter kernels. The treated image is suitable for compositing against an 
arbitrary background image." Abstract; see also col. 2, lines 25-52, and col. 1 1, lines 19-43. At 
no point does Schindler disclose the use of more than one rendering function. Rather, Schindler 
merely discloses the use of a single rendering function on pixels within a fringe region, after 
subdividing the original image into background, foreground, and fringe regions. Abstract. 
Schindler does not disclose selecting a rendering function from among a plurality of rendering 
functions. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 13 is in condition for allowance. 

Claim 26 stands rejected as unpatentable over Schindler. Claim 26 has limitations 
corresponding to those of claim 13. Therefore, for at least the same reasons set forth above with 
respect to claim 13, claim 26 is in condition for allowance. 

Applicant respectfully requests that all pending claims be allowed. 

No fee is believed to be due at this time. Please apply any other charges or credits to 
deposit account 06-1050. 



Respectfully submitted, 





Reg. No. 46,779 



Customer No. 021876 

Telephone: (650) 839-5070 
Facsimile: (650) 839-5071 



50271 137.2.doc 



